This study analyses the socio-economic similarities and differences between Australia and South Africa, a developed and developing country, respectively. In particular, we consider the corporate social responsibility motives and mechanisms in lieu of social, economical, cultural and environmental influences in these two countries. The study reveals that, despite some significant similarities, corporate social responsibility values have been constructed with different social, economic and cultural interactions in the aforementioned countries. This is owing to the different socio-economic infrastructure that exists in each country. The study pointed out that it is important for multinational companies and policy makers to understand corporate social responsibility motives of different countries in order to fulfil stakeholders' demands. Also, taking cognizance of the fact that the stakeholders' expectations can vary across nations.
Introduction
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become a global phenomenon (Carroll, 2008) . In this context, business organizations have some kind of social obligation to the society due to the existence of their business activities in the society (Hinson and Ndhlovu, 2011; Carroll, 1991) . As such, companies are being urged to focus on social aspects (i.e. economical, social and environmental) besides the financial aspects (Hidayati, 2011) and it has been steadily increasing in recent years, particularly in the developed countries. In this regard, the business world has started to embed CSR issues in their corporate strategic management (Fédération des Experts comptables Européens, 2008). Subsequently CSR recently became an important issue on corporate governance structures of every business organization (Kamal and Deegan, 2013; Srisuphaolarn, 2013; Stiglbauer, 2011) especially in the twenty-first century ).
In the last few decades, CSR literature was mainly linked to the developed economies. There has been relatively limited academic research on CSR in the developing world (Kamal and Deegan, 2013) , especially in the African continent (Hinson and Ndhlovu, 2011) . Despite the interest shown in CSR research there is a paucity of substantial academic CSR research that explicitly seeks to understand to what extent societal factors (such as social, economical, cultural and environmental) influence CSR motives in a developed and developing country. Therefore, the main aim of this paper is to provide an in depth understanding of CSR motives and social and economical perspectives in a developed and developing country. Particularly, this study sets out to compare South Africa (a non OECD country) and Australia's (an OECD country) socio-economic similarities and differences as drivers of their respective CSR frameworks.
In the sequel, we highlight some of the relevant background information about Australia and South Africa that forms the foundation to this study. Firstly, the industry (mining and manufacturing) sector is the largest economic sector in Australia (www.economywatch.com, 2012) and South Africa (www.mediaclubsouthafrica.com, 2012). Both countries have similar types of resources such as gold, diamond, and coal. South Africa is the world's largest gold (produces 10% of the world's gold) and platinum producer, fourth-largest diamond producer, and leading producer of coal Lastly, Australia and South Africa both are democratic countries, and there is a freedom of expression and media/press in both countries (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). The "freedom of association and expression" is an important factor to raise various social issues (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011:3) that will lead to make social valuations more accurate. Brown and Deegan (1998) said that stakeholders can be influenced by the media attention to exert pressures on companies to deal with CSR issues. De Villiers and Alexander (2011) said that it would be ideal to compare the CSR issues between a fully democratic OECD country (Australia) and a fully democratic non-OECD country (South Africa).
This article is structured as follows: The current section is of an introductory nature, followed by Section 2 which is a brief literature review. In section 3, we focus on socio-economic similarities between South Africa and Australia in order to understand the CSR motives in the two countries. In the fourth section, we consider the differences between the aforementioned countries. Here, we argue that social priorities and subsequently the CSR activities should be different in our two focal countries because of two dissimilar traditions and cultures, two different identities, and two different constitutions. 
Literature Review
In the sequel, we discuss the CSR concepts and its dimensions. In addition, CSR in the South African and Australian contexts are highlighted briefly in this section.
CSR and its dimensions -An Overview
Although no universally accepted CSR definition exists in the literature (Crowther and Aras, 2008 Figure 1 ). This investigator (1991:40) suggests that the CSR pyramid is made in such a way that all four kinds of social responsibilities addresses the "entire range of business responsibilities". In other words, to make sure that they "have always existed to some extent" and then all CSR aspects can be acceptable by business organizations to deal with various social issues (Carroll, 1991:40) . There are some criticisms towards Carroll's (1991) CSR pyramid. For instance, some writers believe that this pyramid is not sufficient as a comprehensive model of CSR. Nevertheless, his CSR pyramid is "still widely used" (Claydon, 2009:20) . Visser (2008) argues that Carroll (1991) constructed his CSR Pyramid based mainly on an American (a developed country) social and economical context. Visser (2008) states that Carroll's CSR pyramid may not be considered adequately in developing countries since drivers for CSR in developing countries are not similar to the drivers for CSR in developed countries.
Many aspects, particularly culture, may influence CSR priorities significantly therefore, Visser reconstructed (see Figure 2) Carroll's CSR pyramid to incorporate the perspective of developing countries (Visser, 2008) .
It is evident in Visser's CSR pyramid for developing countries and Carroll's CSR pyramid for developed countries that economic responsibility is still at the foundation of both pyramids. Thus, suggesting the importance of this type of responsibility. However, philanthropy responsibility is given second highest priority in the Visser's CSR pyramid as, from the traditional point of view, it is the
PHILANTHROPIC Responsibilities
Be a good corporate citizen. Contribute resources to the community; improve quality of life.
ETHICAL Responsibilities

Be ethical.
Obligation to do what is right, just, and fair. Avoid harm.
LEGAL Responsibilities
Obey the law. Law is society's codification of right and wrong. Play by the rules of the game.
ECONOMIC Responsibilities
Be profitable. The foundation upon which all others rest. most direct way to develop communities in their surroundings in the developing countries, followed by legal and ethical responsibility. From a global perspective, Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) outlined three dimensions of sustainability such as economic, environmental, and social (GRI, 2011). In another point of view, Aras and Crowther (2009) state that, within the broad concept of CSR, corporations should focus on all important CSR components such as environmental impact, societal influence, financial, and organizational culture in the short term and long term contexts in order to ensure sustainability and enable sustainable development.
Evidently, it reveals that universal CSR definition and universal CSR dimensions framework do not exist in the CSR literature (Claydon, 2009; Montiel, 2008 ) because different organizations and subsequently different countries have different priorities to engage in CSR activities (Baker, 2009 ). CSR literature suggests that CSR activities and contents in the country depend on country's economic development and social needs which are different from one country to another (Srisuphaolarn, 2013) . Also, the majority of the previous studies and their prescriptions on CSR motives and mechanisms require reconsideration in the context of social, economical, cultural and environmental influence on countries' CSR paraphernalia. This study seeks to address these important observations in order to refine and articulate our understanding on societal and indigenous factors that generate CSR motives in a developed country (i.e. Australia) and a developing country (i.e. South Africa). It is imperative for the policy makers and international investors to know whether developing country's CSR pattern is the mimicry of developed country's CSR pattern or local social and cultural influence. Thus, it is important to understand CSR motives between a developed country and a developing country which is useful to regulators, multinational corporations in particular. The ensuing sections present two countries' CSR context information and socio-economic similarities and differences between two countries.
CSR in the South African context
CSR in South Africa is not only influenced by the impact of corporate activities but also significantly influenced by the country's apartheid history (Fig, 2002) .Traditionally and historically, the CSR concept in South Africa was mainly dominated under the form of corporate philanthropic responsibility during the apartheid regime in South Africa (Visser, 2008; Fig, 2002 ) and the CSR initiative first came from the banking, mining and oil industries in the early 1970s (Fourie, 2005 (Ramlall, 2012) . In addition, South African King III Report, Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) Listing Requirements and JSE SRI Index also play a major role in terms of CSR in South Africa. It is worth noting that, in South Africa, firms generally prefer the notion Corporate Social Investment (CSI) than CSR in order to redress the results of its past apartheid system (Fig, 2005; Fig,  2002 ) and most of the CSR initiatives are conducted via CSI (Nxasana, 2010) .
With respect to CSR in South Africa, there is a substantial support from the companies (local and foreign) including government and CSR projects which are carried out by most of the large companies as a part of their normal business activity (www.csrweltweit.de, 2011). Major areas of CSR activity by South African companies are education, poverty, health and HIV/Aids, training and skills development, social and community development, environment, entrepreneurship and job creation, safety and security, food security and agriculture, and others (Trailogue, 2008). A recent survey, done by Trialouge (2011) on one hundred leading companies in South Africa, shows that the education area was supported by more than 90% of the companies and received the largest share of CSI spent followed by social/community development, health, and environment in 2010/2011.
CSR in the Australian context
In Australia, the focus on CSR has started from the relationships between business community and society due to the growing roles of business in the community involvement (www.accord.org.au, 2011). It is evident in the literature that CSR issues in Australia have been discussed for many years. For example, BHP (a leading mining and manufacturing industry in Australia) is disclosing its social information for more than a century (Guthrie and Parker, 1989 
Similarities between South Africa and Australia
Australia and South Africa both were once colonial countries (www.convictcreations.com, 2011). Australia was ruled by British and South Africa was ruled by Dutch and British. Both countries have had a large number of immigrants from Asia, Europe and other parts of the world (www.convictcreations.com, 2011). Therefore, these similar social characteristics may lead to similar CSR activities in both countries. In addition, after 1992, a number of South Africans, especially white South Africans, migrated to Australia and other countries as they perceived that there would be an economic down turn in South Africa under the black government. Thus, similar type of stakeholder groups can be found in both countries.
Both Australia and South Africa export a large amount of natural and mineral resources (see Table 3 ). The structure of the economies of both countries is relatively similar. For instance, the service sector is the largest contributor to both countries' GDP followed by industry and agriculture sectors, and GDP composition by the sectors of South Africa and Australia is very close to each other. Refer to Table 2 for the GDP composition of these two countries. Legislation pertaining to social and environmental issues is well developed in Australia and South Africa; for mining industry, similar type legislation is applied with regard to practice and disclosure issues in both countries (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). For example, before obtaining a mining licence, it requires for mining industry in both countries to submit "an approved environmental rehabilitation programme, implying a rehabilitation liability, leading to environmental disclosure in the annual report" to the respective authorities (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011:11-12). Similar rules, regarding disclosing information, are applied in both countries' listed companies. Listed companies in both countries are required to disclose their social and environmental information in addition to their financial information (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). Both countries have an internationally recognized and progressive corporate governance framework such as 'King III Report' in South Africa and 'Principles of Good Corporate Governance and Best Practice Recommendations' in Australia in which a list of guidelines are manifested for good corporate governance practice and disclosure practice (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011:10). It implies that, due to the similarities in social and environmental legislation and other rules in Australia and South Africa, pressure from the stakeholders of the two countries may emerge in a similar manner that leads to similar attention towards CSR and CSR reporting practices by the corporate sectors in both countries.
An "interesting similarity" is that BHP Billiton is largest mining company in Australia and South Africa and listed in both countries stock exchanges (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011: 10). BHP Billiton is one of leading mining companies in the world who also produces better corporate sustainability report (Perez and Sanchez, 2009 ). 'BHP Billiton' is a product of the merger of two companies, namely, BHP and Billiton. They merged in June 2001 and BHP Billiton's corporate headquarter is in Melbourne, Australia (www.bhpbilliton.com, 2012).
In terms of stakeholders' pressures, there are also similarities in Australia and South Africa that may lead to coercive isomorphism in both countries in different directions (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). Australian (as developed and OECD country) companies may expect more pressure from Greenpeace regarding environmental issues and South African (as developing and non-OECD country) companies may expect more pressure regarding employment equity from the Congress of South African Trade Union (COSATU) than environmental issues (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). However, it should be noted that, while local isomorphic pressures in different countries might influence different CSR and CSR reporting practices, global isomorphic pressures might imposed on corporate sectors similar CSR structures and CSR reporting practices (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). For examples, GRI guidelines for sustainability reporting and IFRS for corporate financial reporting tend to be similar everywhere in the world.
In order to manage CSR issues, De Villiers and Alexander (2011) found in their study that companies' annual reports of both countries show similar administrative reports about management structures. For instance, an Australian company indicated the following statement in the annual report as follows:
" In Australia, people are identified with no race groups (there was no racial conflict) and "there is no policy of keeping groups separated from others" (www.convictcreations.com, 2011:1). In contrast, South African people are historically defined according to their "respective identities" (www.convictcreations.com, 2011:3) with different race groups such as black, white, coloured, and indian. Furthermore, there is a policy of affirmative action (AA) on the labour market in South Africa for providing employment opportunities to previously disadvantaged groups that are designated as black, coloured, and indian. It should be noted that the affirmative action and racial groups in South Africa are stemmed from the past experience in order to redress the inequalities created by apartheid and colonialism.
In 2007, South African black population was 80% while South African white population was 9.1% (www.convictcreations.com, 2011). On the other side, white population comprised 92% and Aboriginal population comprised 2.3% in Australia in 2007 (www.convictcreations.com, 2011). In South Africa, both whites and blacks were developed in two different societies. For example, blacks were living away from the cities and they were prohibited to live in the cities during the apartheid time. Blacks were living in the townships that were made for blacks communities. "Black society remained third world with high birth rates" and "white society grew into first world with low birth rates" in South Africa, In South Africa, poverty, unemployment, and HIV/AIDS issues are more common topics every day though government and corporate sectors pay attention about environment and climate issues. In contrast, environmental issues receive more attention in Australia (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). Social stakeholders (for example, trade unions) are more interested in social issues (for example, employment, health and safety) than environmental issues (Azapagic, 2004) . In this context, stakeholder groups with a social agenda such as COSATU (the South African trade union) might stronger than the stakeholder groups with an environmental agenda such as Greenpeace (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011) and C17 (a South African local organization deals with climate). On the other hand, De Villiers and Alexander (2011) said that, in Australia, environmental stakeholder groups such as Greenpeace might be stronger than social stakeholder groups. Greenpeace is a Netherland based global environmental organization with 28 national and regional offices around the world including Australia and South Africa, and works with the issues such climate change, forests, oceans, agriculture, toxic pollution, and nuclear (www.greenpeace.org, 2012). Greenpeace opened its first South African office in 2008 in Johannesburg (www.greenpeace.org, 2012). Table 3 below shows some other differences between Australia and South Africa in terms of religion, languages, human development index, literacy, and export items. 
Conclusions
The purpose of this paper is to contribute to the understanding of CSR motives in a developed economy (i.e. Australia) and a developing economy (i.e. South Africa) through an in depth analysis of each country's socio-economic factors. The study reveals that, while there are a significant number of similarities in Australia and South Africa, there certainly are many social and economic differences between the two countries.
The CSR activities including CSR reporting practices are carried out in a similar approach in Australia and South Africa. Companies in both countries use similar internal CSR structures and there are similarities in CSR legislation, stock exchange rules, and corporate governance rules in both countries (De Villiers and Alexander, 2011). These similarities may lead to a similar motivation for adopting CSR into company practice in both countries. De Villiers and Alexander (2011) said that these similarities influence companies to focus on similar CSR dimensions and its reporting practices in both countries though the social structures of the two countries are developed in two different levels.
This study shows that the social structure in South Africa is not similar to the social structure in Australia in many aspects; particularly HIV prevalence, unemployment statistics, and income status are largely different in the two countries. Because of the substantial differences in the two countries, it is believed that two countries social demands are developed on very different levels. Accordingly, stakeholders of the two countries will root for different social needs and priorities in line with their local social structure. As a result, corporate sectors of the two countries are expected to demonstrate their CSR activities through different perspectives and approaches.
The main limitation of the study is that this study examined only two countries CSR motives. Thus, understanding CSR motives through different social and economical structure is limited and it should not be generalize to other jurisdictions. As such, more comparative studies are imperative to understand the CSR motives in other developed and developing countries, particularly from two different continents. However, this study contributes to the knowledge of CSR motives of two different jurisdictions (OECD and non-OECD) in the context of social, economical and cultural factors. It also shows evidence on how CSR motives are driven in developed and developing economies based on the country's societal and indigenous contextual factors.
